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Now a part of Title VI of ESEA, President 

Clinton’s $1.2 billion class-size reduction ini-
tiative, passed in 1998, illustrates Washing-
ton’s obsession with means at the expense of 
results and also the triumph of symbolism 
over sound policy. The goal of raising stu-
dent achievement is reasonable and essen-
tial; however, mandating localities do it by 
reducing class sizes precludes local decision- 
making and unnecessarily involves Wash-
ington in local affairs. 

Mr. Rotherham goes on to state, 

During the debate on the Clinton class-size 
proposal, it was correctly pointed out that 
research indicates that teacher quality is a 
more important variable in student achieve-
ment than class size. In fact, this crucial 
finding was even buried in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education’s own literature on the 
issue. The Committee on the Prevention of 
Reading Difficulty in Young Children stated, 
‘‘[Although] the quantity and quality of 
teacher-student interactions are necessarily 
limited by large class size, best instructional 
practices are not guaranteed by small class 
size.’’ In fact, one study of 1000 school dis-
tricts found that every dollar spent on more 
highly qualified teachers ‘‘netted greater im-
provements in student achievement than did 
any other use of school resources.’’ Yet de-
spite this, the class-size initiative allows 
only 15 percent of the $1.2 billion appropria-
tion to be spent on professional development. 
Instead of allowing states and localities 
flexibility to address their own particular 
circumstances, Washington created a one- 
size-fits all approach. 

Mr. Rotherham ends this section of 
the paper by asking the following in-
sightful question, 

Considering the crucial importance of 
teacher quality, the current shortage of 
qualified teachers, and the fact that class- 
size is not a universal problem throughout 
the country, shouldn’t states and localities 
have the option of using more than 15 per-
cent of this funding on professional develop-
ment? 

I am hopeful that Mr. Rotherham 
will prevail upon President Clinton to 
work with Congress to pass education 
reform legislation that allows states 
and local communities the flexibility 
they need to provide a quality edu-
cation for all children, while ensuring 
that they are held accountable for the 
results of the education they provide. 
As Mr. Rotherham states, the federal 
government should not concentrate on 
‘‘. . . means at the expense of results 
. . .’’, and should not allow ‘‘. . . the 
triumph of symbolism over sound pol-
icy,’’ which the President’s class size 
reduction program represents. 

My best wishes go out to Mr. 
Rotherham, and it is my sincere hope 
that he will be able to have some influ-
ence with this administration and that 
he is able to convince them that Wash-
ington does not know best. It’s time we 
put children first, and change the em-
phasis of the federal government from 
process and paperwork to kids and 
learning. 

I ask to print in the RECORD the sec-
tion from Mr. Rotherham’s report that 
discusses his views on the administra-
tion’s class size initiative. 

The material follows: 

TOWARD PERFORMANCE-BASED FEDERAL EDU-
CATION FUNDING: REAUTHORIZATION OF THE 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 
ACT 

(By Andrew Rotherham) 

TEACHER QUALITY, CLASS SIZE, AND STUDENT 
ACHIEVEMENT 

Reducing class size is obviously not a bad 
idea. Quite the contrary, substantial re-
search indicates it can be an effective strat-
egy to raise student achievement. As the 
Progressive Policy Institute has pointed out, 
all things being equal, teachers are probably 
more effective with fewer students. However, 
achieving smaller class sizes is often prob-
lematic. For example, as a result of a teach-
er shortage exacerbated by a mandate to re-
duce class sizes, 21,000 of California’s 250,000 
teachers are working with emergency per-
mits in the states most troubled schools. 

Now a part of Title VI of ESEA, President 
Clinton’s $1.2 billion class-size reduction ini-
tiative, passed in 1998, illustrates Washing-
ton’s obsession with means at the expense of 
results and also the triumph of symbolism 
over sound policy. The goal of raising stu-
dent achievement is reasonable and essen-
tial; however, mandating localities do it by 
reducing class sizes precludes local decision- 
making and unnecessarily involves Wash-
ington in local affairs. 

During the debate on the Clinton class-size 
proposal, it was correctly pointed out that 
research indicates that teacher quality is a 
more important variable in student achieve-
ment than class size. If fact, this crucial 
finding was even buried in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education’s own literature on the 
issue. The Committee on the Prevention of 
Reading Difficulty in Young Children stated, 
‘‘[Although] the quantity and quality of 
teacher-student interactions are necessarily 
limited by large class size, best instructional 
practices are not guaranteed by small class 
size.’’ In fact, one study of 1000 school dis-
tricts found that every dollar spent on more 
highly qualified teachers ‘‘Netted greater 
improvements in student achievement than 
did any other use of school resources.’’ Yet 
despite this, the class-size initiative allows 
only 15 percent of the $1.2 billion appropria-
tion to be spent on professional development. 
Instead of allowing states and localities 
flexibility to address their own particular 
circumstances, Washington created a one- 
size-fits all approach. Considering the cru-
cial importance of teacher quality, the cur-
rent shortage of qualified teachers, and the 
fact that class-size is not a universal prob-
lem throughout the country, shouldn’t states 
and localities have the option of using more 
than 15 percent of this funding on profes-
sional development?∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO WHITEHALL AND 
MONTAGUE VETERANS 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the Veterans of 
WWII from Whitehall and Montague, 
Michigan, on the occasion of the Res-
toration and Dedication of the WWII 
Monument in Whitehall, Michigan. 

We as a country cannot thank 
enough the men and women of the 
armed forces who have served our 
country. The very things that make 
America great today we owe in large 
part to the Veterans of WWII as well as 
our Veterans of other wars. The brav-
ery and courage that these young peo-
ple showed in defending our nation is a 
tribute to the upbringing they received 
in Whitehall and Montague. While 

these men clearly are outstanding in 
their home towns, they also have con-
tributed greatly to the freedom of all 
Americans. 

These great men put everything aside 
for their country. They put their fami-
lies and education aside for the good of 
democracy. 

Some of them even gave their lives. 
On August 14, 1999, there will be a 

WWII Monument Rededication hon-
oring the Whitehall and Montague Vet-
erans. At that time, their communities 
will, in a small but significant way, 
thank them for the sacrifices they 
made to keep us free. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to join the people of Whitehall and 
Montague in honoring all of their citi-
zens who fought for our country. Fur-
thermore, I would like to pay special 
tribute to those men who gave their 
lives for our country by listing them in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
WWII MEMORIAL—KILLED IN ACTION 

Robert Andrews 
James Bayne 
Thomas Buchanan 
A. Christensen 
Russell Cripe 
Earl Gingrich 
Otto Grunewald 
Walter Haupt 
Harry Johnson 
Raymond Kissling 
Robert LaFaunce 
Kenneth Leighton 
Edward Lindsey 
Tauro Maki 
Roger Meinert 
Dr. D.W. Morse 
Robert Pulsipher 
John Radics 
Lyle Rolph 
Raymond Runsel 
Wayne Stiles 
H. Strandberg, Jr. 
Robert Zatzke∑ 

f 

ANTICYBERSQUATTING CONSUMER 
PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 240, S. 1255. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1255) to protect consumers and 

promote electronic commerce by amending 
certain trademark infringement, dilution, 
and counterfeiting laws, and for other pur-
poses. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment 
to strike all after the enacting clause 
and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Anticybersquatting Consumer Protection 
Act.’’. 

(b) REFERENCES TO THE TRADEMARK ACT OF 
1946.—Any reference in this Act to the Trade-
mark Act of 1946 shall be a reference to the Act 
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